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ABSTRACT 

)irically derived indices of creative se If -eencept 

correlated positively with multiple indices of psychological 

i i . _ ~_ ~ — ~_ _ " _ _ _ __ *~ _ _ _ 
masculinity in a sample of 85 undergraduate women (average 

£ = +.52) and 105 undergraduate men (average r = +.55) arid 

somewhat negatively with indices of psychological femininity 

atmong the women (average r = -.06) and men (average r = -.30) 

Multiple regression analyses detected significant positive 

linear interactions involving one set of masculinity and 

fonininity indices and the women's creative self-concepts. 

Results were discussed in terms of (a) balance, additive and 

catalytic models of androgyny/ (b) the factorial ccmpiexity 

of masculinity ah^ femininity indices and ccneepts and 

(c) iiriplicaticuns for creativity in women. 
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Creativity and Androgyny 

Creative Se If -Concept , Masculinity, Femininity 
and Three Models of Androgyny ' 

Theory and evidence suggest that creative behavior sOTtetimes 
involves the manif estatioai of both masculine and feminine 
personality characteristics that is, charaetei^istics which 
are either valued more highly by or for one sex than the other 
or characteristics which one sex seems to possess more strongly, 
than the other in contemporary American society. If so, one 
would expect psychologically androgynous individual's 
C individuals who integrate masculine and feminine characteristics) 
to be, on the average, more creative than nbn-androgynous 
individuals. The study reported here was an attempt to test 
this hypothesis using multiple indicies of creative Self -concept , 
multiple indices of psychological masculinity and fonininity and 
three iitipcortantly different cohceptuai m^els of psychological 
androgyny.. ^ . - 

By labeling certain characteristics "masculine" or "feminine" 
w^ are neither claiming that these characteristics should ; be 
valued by dr fbz" one sex more than the other nor that differential 
manifestations of the characteristics reflect innate sex-related 
differences. Instead, t/j^e are simply applying to the dcmaih of 
creativity an essentially atheoretical system of categories arid 
descriptive terms^ which have emerged from prior empirical studies 
and which previoul investigators have found useful in organizing . 

individual diffe^rences in qther behavicatral dcanains. By doing 

■■■-/•. • / ' ... 
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this we hcpe to illiiihiit&te .the creativity domain and further 
evaluate the heuristic value of these broad, atheoretical 
constructs and their associated measures. 

±r? considering the possible relationship between creativity 
and androgyny, it seems tb-u3 there are basically three models - 
of androgyny to consider: the; original balance model (as : 
pi;opbsed by Bem, 1974) , the newer additive model (as proposed 
by Heilbrun, 1976 and Spence, Helmreich & Stapp^ 1975, among 
others, and recently endorsed by Bern, 1977)^ and a barely 
articulated and rarely examined catalytic multiplicative 
model. .A^l three models of androgyny rest^tipon fdrmulatidns of 
psychbibgical masculinity ^ and femininity as involving two roughly 
brthbgohal dimensions (Bakan, 1966; Bern, 1974; Block, Nbte\^3 and 
1973; Carlson > 1971 and einstahtinbpie , £ 1973) and related efforts 
to measure |)sychb logical masculinity and femininity by separate 
scales CBaucom & Sanders^ 1978; Bem',^ 1974; Berzini?, Welling & 1. 
Wetter, 1978; Block/ 1973; Brim, 1958; Heilbrun, 1976; Kanner, ■{ 
1976'and Spence, Helitu^eich & Stapp> 1975). > 
The Bal ance Model of Androgyny T 

According to Bern's original Hajance .model, androgyny is a 
state or . process in which ah individual' s .masculine and feminine 
tendencies are relatively evenly balanced. it seems plausible 
to: us that some forms of creativity might be facilitated -^by a 
balance of certain masculine and feminine characterisiics.'and 
would be distorted or inhibited by an imbalance'. Ah architect, 
for example, whose concerns with technical and engineering 
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details (a putatively masculine characteristic) and aesthetic 

r ^\ : - - ' - - ..... ^ - ^ ^ . ^ :: _ _ - ■ 

sensitivity (a putatively feminine characteristic) are seriously 

: _ ^ ^ ^ '""^^ ^ - _ 

unbalanced might tend to produce architecture ir^ which either 
the aesthetic or t^hhical details would be' sacrificed for the 
sake of J:he predctninant concern. A more balanced or androgynous 
architect, on the other hand^ would presumably tend to harmdhize 
these two concerns and thereby produce more creative works, 
[For empirical ^vidence linking balance-model androgyny with 
persdhaiity and cognitive characteristics associated with 
creativity, see Harrington and Andersen (Note 7)], 
The Additive Mddei of - Androgyny 

According td pfdpdnentg of ^he newer, two-factor additive 
model of andrdgyriy, the original balance model was seriously 
deficient in failing to distinguish between individuals who were 
balanced by having strong masculine and strong feminine 
characteristics fran thdse who were balanced by having weak 
masculine arid weak feitiiriirie characteristics. The additive model 
views as aridrogyrious only those individuals who are relatively 
high in both masculirie arid femiriirie characteristics and views as, 
"undifferentiated" or "uriclassif iable" individuals who are 
relatively low on both dimerisibris. Because various forms of 
creativity have been positively linked ,td such classically 
masculine cbSacter^stics as autoridirty, irideperiderice, :arid self- 
sufficiency in both men and women, to psychbidgicai f^iriiriity 
scales among men, and to such specific feminiiie characteristics 
as aesthetic interest and sensitivity in both men and women,, one 
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might expect additive-model androgynous individuals to be more 
creative than additive^mibdel masculine individuals by virtue of 
the feminine characteristics associated with creativity^ more 



creative than the feminine individuals by virtue of the masculine 
characteristics associated with creativity and more creative 
than the unclassified individuals by viijtue. of both sets of 
characteristics. in terms of the architect example^ one would ' 
presumably prefer an architect with strong technical interests 
and skills, ^nd strong aesthetic interests and sensitivities to 
an architect weak in either or both respects^ [See Harrington • 
and Andersen (Note 7) for full references and for empirical 
evidence linking additive-model androgyny with personality^ 
cognitive and child-rearing char_acteristics associated with 
creativity. ] 
The Catalytic Model of Ahdrbgyny 

The fundamental hbtibh involved in the third model of 
androgyny is that of catalytic interaction — an explosively 
productive effect of mixing masculine and feihihine characteristics 
Accbrdihg/ to this catalytic^ or multiplicative^ model^of 
androgyny ^ , increments of psychdlbgipcir. masculinity yield 
larger increments of creativity in the context of relatively 
high femininity than in the context of relatively lew femininity 
dnd, reciprocally r increments of psychological femininity yield 

_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ ______ V 

larger increments of creativity in the context of relatively 
high masculinity than in the context of relatively low 
masculinity^ Again ^ consider the architect example. Increments 
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of aesthetic sensitivity may well yield greater ihcremehts of 
creativity in an architect who possesses strong technical 
skills (and who can^ therefore manifest the aesthetic sensitivity 
in technically more advanced and complex structures) than in ah 
architect whose technical skills are relatively weak and who 
c^n therefore hot take full advantage of the additional 
aesthetic sensitivity. [And, reciprocally, increments of 
technical prof iciency^ may well yield greater increments of 
creativity in, an aesthetically sensitive architect (who can use 
the technical* proficiency in interesting ways) than in an 
aesthetically average architect. ] ^ 

Our study was designed to examine relationships between 
aspects of creativity and psychological masculinity and 
femininity fr oh the perspectives of these three models of 
psycho logical androgyny. . 

Method : 

Subjects 

£s were 85 UC Santa Cruz undergraduate women and 105 UC 
Berkeley undergraduate men. 



ftii'S-S were administered a version of Cough's Adjective 
eheck Mst (ACt) (Gough, 1952) in which the adjective "creative" 
had been inserted^ The ACt was scored for two sets of 
masculinity and| femininity scales derived fron work by Heilbrun 
(1976) and Parker (1969) . The Heilbrun scales contain adjectives 
which discriminated between college men identified with ;.mascu±ine 
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fathers and ccsmbines gender- and ideritif icatibri-based differences 
The ParRer scales contain adjectives^ which simply disc^^iiriiriated 
between se.if-descriptions of University of Texas freshitteri arid 
freshwomeh in 1965; . . ^ 

The AGL was also scored for creative personalty scales 
derived frcro studies pf creativity in high school males and 
females. (Smith & Schaefer^ 1969)^^ undergraduate men (Domino^ 
1970) technical and research personnel (Van Zeist & Kerr^ 1954) ^ 
male architects (MacKinnon^ Note 9) and a composite scale' 
cbrisistirig of adjectives which significantly dif f erentiatea 
creative front less creative individuals in at least two previous 
empirical studies (Harririgtbri, Note 4 & 6 and 1975). Because we 
were dealing with uridergr^duates who had not yet had opportunity 
to establish themselves cjreative adults and whose creative 
activitiifes were scattered, in >^a variety bf dbmairis^ we turned to 

, _ - , : : . : . , ..- . . ' 

these* indices of creative-sel^-concept which have dembristrated 
concurrent and construct v.^y.i^ity with respect to creative behavib 
in fairly broad domains. >:(a^|t' of the ACL-based scales were scbred 
by a technique which effectively partialled out general tendency 
to check adjectives using;, simple linear regression methods) . 

The undergraduate wbme^' were also, adinini/stered the Bern Sex 
Role Inventory (BSRi) (Bem^ '1974) which was scored for both the 
original 20-item masculinity and femininity scales (the "long" 
scales) and the new^ . lO-item scales (the "short'' scales).- 
(Bern, Note 2} . j 
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. ' Results ; 

A Note oh Data-'Aha lytic; Strategies in this Field^ - 

We belieye that data analytic strategies applied to 
psychbldgical masculinity arid femininity data in the past have 
often been less incisive and revealing than they might have 
been and we believe that historical factors may be to blame. 
The initial balance-model conception, of androgyny quickly becaSe 
linked to a data-analytic approach involving l-^way ANOVAs — an 
analytic procedure quite appropriate given the baiance-mddel 
conception. For reasons "Whic^h we do hot fully understand, however, 
the four-fold classification system (androgynous, mascu^line^ 
feminine and unclassified) associateti with the hewef^ additive . 
model has most often been analyzed as a system of four 
diipehsionless categories by means of 1-way ANOVAs (e.g. ^ Bem^ 
1977; Berzins et al. , 1978; Kelly & Worell^ 1975; Spence & 
Belmreich, 1978) despite the fact that the classifications 
clearly rest upon two essentially independent dimensions • [These 

: u _ — _ ; _ . . : _ _ _ _ _ 

twb-by-two Qlassif icatibhe have bccasibnally been analyzed Using 
dimehsibh«^respectirig 2~"Way ANOVAs .which are capable' of laying 
bare the separate effects of ^masculinity and femininity as well 
as their interactive effects (e.g., Baucom & Sanders, 1978 and 
Heilbrun, 1976). Even 2-way ANOVAs applied to these data, however, 

necessarily thrc*? away information and inappropriately highlight 

, _ ' . . ._:_..._... ...... . . . 

differences near the somewhat arbitrary points in the .distributions 

used to classify individuals (Cohen & eoh^p, 1975, pp. 299-301;^ 
Harrington, Note 5)] t i , \ 
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In order to evaluate the applicability of the catalytic 

^ - - - ^- 

model of androgyny to creativity as se^siti^JJfe^y as possible^ 
we analyzed bur Qata using a combination of simple cbrrelatlbhal 
analyses and hierarchical mu Itiple* regression analyses in which 
linear interactibn effects were carried by simplfe product terms 
(Cohen/ 19^78) . • 

eorrela t;j.bns between Creative Self-Concept ah^L Masculinity a^d 
Femininity ' : ^ . ^ 

— 11 ■ ■ . ■' ■ 

; , Insert Tabie^ 3 About Here 

— . — : — ; . ^ - ' ' ■ ^ v.- 

fts seen, in Table 1,^ indices bf creative self-cbneept were ^ 
positively and significantly related tb masculinity indices 
among both men and women. The average r between masculinity 
indices and creative self-concept scales was +.52 among the 
woihefi and +.55 among the men. 

Indices of creative self --concept and psychblbgical femininity 
were glightly negatively related among' the women (average r = -.06) 
and mbderately negatively related among the men (average r = -.30). 

Because our review of the literature had led us to expect 
generally pbsitive correlations between femininity. scales and . 
creative self-cbncept , we examined the relationship between the 
Ccanposite Creative Self-Cbncept scale and the individual items^ 
and adjectives comprising the femininity scales to see if, as lb 
expected, sbme bf the feminine adjectives and items were 
positively assbcia^ed with creative self -concept . Q? the 93 
adjectives in the Parker, feminiriity scale, eleven (li.si^) 
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correlated significantly positively with the Composite Creative 
Self -Concept scale in the full sample of 190 Ss: artistic, 
complicated, friendly, enthusiastic, headstrong, idealistic, 
impulsive, natural, optimistic, outgoing and spontaneous. (The 
Pairker Femininity scale a6 a whole correlated -.09 with the 
Composite Creative Self -Concept scale in the full sample) . In 
sharp contrast , only one (4%) of the 25 Heiibrun femininity 
adjectives (friendly) and none of the BSRl femininity items 
correlated significantly positively with the composite scale. 
Because these femininity indices are priihari ly ebmprised of items 
which are negatively associated with creativity (e.g., cdnventiona-l 
cooperative^ yielding^ etc. ) ^ the full femininity scales 
correlate negatively with bur creative self -concept scales. The 
. implications regarding- factorial and conceptual ccSnplexity of 
these ma^scuiinity and , femininity scales which these figures hint 
at will be discussed below. 

Evidence bf Masculinity x Femininity Linear Interaction 

Insert Table 2 About Here 

As seen in Table 2, there was essentially no evidence of 
a linear interaction involving masculinity , feimininity and , 

^creative self-concept among the *men^ but. some evidence of a 
linear interaction among the women particularly, involving the 
Heiibrun masculinity and femininity scales which yielded, 

/.significant positive linear, interactions with four bf the , five 
creative self -conce^p among the women. ^ 
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These significant positive iihear interactions can be 
viewed frcm two equally legitimate perspectives. From one 
perspective, they indicate that rs between the creative^ self - 
col?cept indices "and th^ Heilbrun femininity scale tended to be 
TOore positive when the Heilbrujh masculinity scores were high 
than when t^e masculinity scores were low. From the other ^ 
perspective, they indicate thit th^ rs between the creative 
self-corjcept indices and the Heilbrun masculinity scale were 
more pbsxtive^ whin the^Heilbrun femininity scores were high than 
wheri the/feinininity scores were low/ The syininetrical aspect d£ ' 
these inter actions can be s^en in fthe rs involving the ACL 
Cconposite Creative Self-Concept^ scale and th^e Heilbrun Scales. 



For one set of correiatibnai analyses , the women w<^e ttichbtomized 
with respect^ to their Heilbrun masculinity scores aWj^or the 
other ^t were trichotomized with respect to their Heilbrun 
femininity ^ scores. The rs between AC£ Composite Creative 
Self-Concept and Heilbrun femininity among women with low> medium 

..... . . ' s ' \ f 

and high Heilbrun nmsculinity scores^^^efe -.24, .00 and +.26, 
respectively. Symmetrically, the rs between AC£ Composite ' 
Creative Self-Cbhcept and Heilbrun masculinity among women with 
low, medium and high Heilbrun femininity scores were +.50, +.54 
and +.76, respectively. The pattern of correlations between 
Heilbrun -femininity scores and the four ACL creative self-concept 
scales which yielded significant interactions are illustrated in ^ 
Figure 1. 



Insert Figure 1 About Here 
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ereat-Tve Self-Gbhcept as a Function of the Four-Fold 
ei:assificatibri 

In order to excunine standing oh creative self-concept as a 
function of the four categories which have come to be conventional 
in this fields the women were classified on the basis of the BSRI 
long scales using the median values reported by Bem (1977) and 
in terras of the BSRI short scales based on splits in the short 
scale distributions which came as close as possible to yielding 
the same percentage divisions in our sample as were generated by 
Bern's 1977 median values for the BSRI long scales- Classifications 
of men and women in terms of the Parker and Heiibfun scales were 
made dri the basis of median . splits relative to our total sample 
of 190 Ss. In view of the serious misclassification problems 
reported by Kelly, F^urman & Young (1978), it seemed wise to 
define androgyny using; a variety of classif icatdry schemes. Four 
planned comparisons were computed for each creative self-concept 
index within each sex — the contrasts of. androgynous Ss versus 
each of the three other types by means of Dunnett's test (Winer, ^ 
1971) and the contrasts of androgynous Ss versus non-androgynous 
Ss by means of planned t-tests. We found that: , 

(1) Androgynous Ss had stronger creative self rconcepts than 
unclassified Ss in 96.7% of the cdm|/krisons (95% for the women 
and 100% for the men) and significantly stron-ger in 53.3% of the 
comparisons (55% for the women and 5 0% for the men) . 

(2) Androgyhbus Ss had stronger creative .self-concepts than 
feminine Ss in 96.7% of the comparisons (95% for the women and 

t ^ 
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100% for the men) and^ significantly Stronger in 60% of the : 

^ - .« ' • 

cOTiparisdns (65% for the women and 50% for the men) . 

^ ' "--^ 

\2) Androgynous Ss had weaker creative self ^concepts than 

: . .. .. ....... t 

masculine Ss in 66.7% of the comparisons (50% for the women and 

100% for the men) and significantly weaker in 6.7% of the 

comparisons (0% for the' women and 20% for the men)., (However^ 

andrdgyhbus women obtained nbh-sigriif icantly higher ,:creative 

s^lf -concept scores ,than masculine women in 8 0% of 'the cohtfta^ts 

when the women were classified in terms of their Heilbrun scales - 

the scales which had yielded consistent evidence of positive 

masculinity x femininity linear interaction in Table 2.)^ 
- - — . _ ^ 

(4) Androgynous Ss >iad stronger creative self-concepts than 

all non-andrdgyndus Ss cbmbined in 93.3% of the comparisons (90% 

for women and 100% fdr men) and significantly stronger in 4p% of 

the comparisdns (55% fdr women and 10% for men) . 

- - - ^ • - I - - - 

These results can be siiiniriarized in terms of the "masculinity 

advantage" which was shared by both the androgynous* and masctfiine 

Ss. Primarily by virtue of their "masculinity advantage," the 

androgynous Ss had stronger creative self -cdhcepts than the 

feminxne or the unclassif iable Ss ati^, by virtue of their 

masculinity-based superiority to these twd grdups; had stronger 

creative self-concepts than all non-androgynous Ss combined. 

Due to the slight "femininity disadvantage/' however/ the 

androgynous Ss tended to have slightly weaker creative self-concept 

than the masculini Ss (though this was somewhat offset by the 

positive masculinity x femininity iifiear interactions among the 

I r ^ 
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women) • Becattse masculine Bs tended to have slightly stronger 
creative self-concepts than ahdrbgyhbus Ss, of course ^ masculine 
Ss also had consistently stronger creatiT/'e self-concepts than 
the combined non-masculine Ss. Therefore^ while it is accurate 
tQ conclude that andrbgyhous Ss had stronger creative self- 
concepts "than hon-andrbgynpus S^s^ it is even more true that 
masculine S^s had stronger creative self -concepts than 
hbh-masculihe Ss. The large differences in creative self-concept 
were between feminine and unclassified Ss oh the one hand and 
ahdrbgynbus and masculine S^s on the other, 

V7e believe our results have implications, regarding (a), the 
applicability to creativity of the three models of andirdgyny 
outlined aboye, (bj properties of currently-used masculinity and 
femininity scales and constructs, and (c)' the* very different 
relationships between "gender-appropriate", expectatib and 

' r-- - 

self-concepts experienced by men and women striving to b^^ 
creative in .this society. 

Evidence- Regarding' ^thfe Thre^e ModeJ^s . • 

She— balance model rejected as deficient . The fact that 
androgynous men and women had cbhsistehtly strpnger creative 
sei^-concepts than Unclassified men and women again ^called 
attention to a fundamental danger inherent in the, original 
balance-mbdel view of androgyny in which the distinction between 
high-highs and Ibw-ldws is essentially blurred. Because our 
results suggested that application of' the balance model of 
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androgyny to creative self -concept data would seriottsly obscure 
these important differences, we rejected the balance model. as 
inappropriate for our data. 

, The addi£±ve model h alf right . ' Though androgynous Ss 
typically exhibited stronger creative^ "self -concepts than 
non-androgynous Ss in our study, as our initial speculations 
regai^ding additive-model androgyny _ suggested they would, this 
was almost exclusively due to the masculinity-based advantage 

of the androgynous Ss relative to the feminine and unclassified. 

-_ ■ ' ■ • '•^ - 

Ss, and was hot due to an overall femininity-based advantage 
relative to the masculine and unclassified Ss^>as we had. expected 
The additive model therefore fit our data with respect to only 
one of its two dimensions. 

The catalytic model sbmetimes slightly fi:j&t > The 
catalytic model of androgyny vis-a-vis creativity received just 
enough support, in our data (with the behavior of the Heilbrun 
scales among the woirien) to warrant further investigation though, 
again, the data revealed relationships slightly skewed from those 
we had expected. Because we had assumed that femininity indices 
would correlate somewhat positively with creativity indices 
overall, we had assumed that masculinity x femininity linear 
interactions woutd reflect, for example, small positive rs 
between creativity and femininity indices among Ss with low 
masculinity scores ^ahd positive xs of moderate size between 
creativity and. femininity indices among as with high masculinity 
scores. Instead, we obtained somewhat negative overall rs 
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in creativity arid feiniriiriity indices arid in those easfes 



. whjj^be-^ we found significant masculiriity x feiniriiriity linear 
y intera<ytians — obtairied small negative rs betweeri creativity 



and femininity indices among S^^ with low masculiriity scores and 
only small; positive xs between creativity and femininity indices 
among Ss wi'th high masculinity scores. (Figure 1 depicts this 
pattern clearly. ) ' ^ * . 

The catalytic model, of androgyny relative to creativity 
strikes us as theoretically interesting and we believe the 
V modest evidence of its, applicability reported here [coupled with 
parallel evidence involving both the Heilbrun and Parker scales 
arid the actual prbductibn of creative alternate uses by our male 
£s u|>ori demarid (see Harrington & Anderseri^ Note 7) ] justifies its 
further explbratibri by those studyirig creativity within a 
perscfflality framework. 

Factorial ^Complexity of Masculiriity arid ^emiriiriity Cbristrtlcts 
and Indices ^ 

The fact that the femininity indices contained pro-creative 
elements in substantially varying proportion^ (0%, b%/-4% and, 
11.8%) directed our attention to. the factorial conpXexity within 
these scales which has been previously recognized and 
investigated (Befzins, et al. , 1978; Saudreau, 1977 and Kelly, 
Gaudill^ Hathorn & 0*gr:ien, 1977). We see thq differences 
involving pr6--creative elements as the manifestation of a more 

general and serious problem. If psychological masculinity and 

— - -- - ___ _ . J- . .__ 

femininity are factbrially complex constructs (and given their 
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largely empirical rather than ttjeolretical drigiris arid defiriitibris^ 
they almost surely are coi^l^x): and if different iridices reflect 
those factors in different proportions, empirical results may 
vary substantially ffcS index to index depending upon the 
degrees to which the varicxis indices reflect the' several factors. 
Giveri the particular conbihatibn of masculinity ^nd femininity 
factors iridexed by, the Hei Ibiruri scales , for example, we obtained 
corisisterit ^evidence of a small catptlytic interaction vis a '^s 
creative self-corigept among women > but given the particular 
cdmbiriaticn of masculinity and femininity factors indexed by the 
'Parker scales, we obtairied essentially no Evidence of such a 
catalytic iriteiractidri. We believe^ the factorial complexity of, 
these constructs arid iridices deserves substantially more attention 
than it has received to^date, that it almost certairily does 
require the making of conceptual distirictidris arid f ractioriatibris 
and may require operational f ractidriatidris of the sdrt; iritrdduced 
by Webster (1956) over twenty years agd arid receritly used by 

/ 'V' 

Suter & Domino (1975) . While the global^ multi-faceted cdristructs 
and indices of masculinity and femininity now in use may prove 
valuable for sane purposes, we suspect that fractionated and 

• - ' - • ^ -- ■ v.. _ _ - - __ ___ _ _____ __ -_ _- 

inore theoretically-grounded ^ constructs and- indices may be more 
useful and more incisive for many purposes, / 
"Gender-Appropriate" Gharactefistics and jereatrve S^J:£-i^Qncepts: 
Conflict for Women and Cohgruencgy for Men? 

• : _ I*. 

We believe the substantial positive carreiations between' 
iridices of masculinity and creative self-concept among these men 

■* p 
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and -women have serious personal implications for women striving 
to be creative in this society' and serious social implicatibhs 
for a society which wishes to foster the creative potential 
inherent in/ all of its members. 

» These correlations suggest that women striving to be 
creative in this^ society may experience considerable conflict 
between the masculine ccrnpohents of their creative self-concepts 
and pressures 'toward "gender-appropriate" characteristics and 
behaviors. (The significant positive correlations - of the eleven 
Parker femininity scale adjectives with the Conposite Creative 
Self-Concept scale suggest that potentially creative men may 
also experience conflicts between seme facts of their self- 
concepts and "gender-appropriate" characteristics , though their 
conflicts would appear to be much weaker and less pervasive than 
those experienced by potentially creative women. ) We alsb 
believe our results provide a useful framework in vrtiich to view 
results reported by Schaefer and Helsbn that creative women 
many of whose creative characteristics tend to be "gender- 
inappropriate" — are strbngly cbftflicted abbut their femininity 
in high school (Schaefer, 1970) andjas professional adults, are . 
iess self-accepting than less creative men (Barron, 1969ij 
Table 7.5 and Helsbn, 1967)/ 

Inu-summary , our data and tKbse of Scha e fer and Helsbn suggest 
that ppf f=>ntially creative women may currently struggle against 
and_ suffer from the very social conceptions and traditions about 
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what is and is not "gender-appropriate" behavior, which men find 
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sustaihihg and supportive in their creatiT/^e self-cdhceptibns 
and erideavbrs ^ Obvibusiy^curreht social trends penhittihg 
greater sex-rble f lexiBility for both sexes may make it easier 
for men ahd^ esprecially^ wbmeh tb develop creative self -concepts 
and to behave creative ly« ^ 
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^Due to ^ clerical error, three adjectives ("sexy," "submissive" 
arid "uninhibited") were omitted from the version of the ACt 
administered to ,the women. Because Heilbrun's full 26-adjective 
femininity scale and Parker * s«^ full 94-adjective femininity scale 
both contain the adjective "submissive," we. were actually workirig 
with very slightly (and presumably insignificantly) truricated 
versions of those scales in this study. 

^See Harrington and Arictersen, Note 1 , fbr eviderice of 
significant positive masctilinity x femininity linear iriteractidris 
involving, the actual productibn oiE creative alternate uses 

for Gonunon objects among men instructed tb db sb^ however. 

5 ^ — _ _ _ _ . 

Though no main. or interactive effects irivolvirig quadratic 

- - - ^ . - - _ _ . _ 

trends were theoretically expected , a series of MRAs to examirie 
such effects were cbnducted for the sake of arialytic thbfbughness 
(Harrington, Note 5). Only one bf 50 relevarit stat;istical tests. 
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:''was significant in the case of the men arid bhiy six of 100 
relevant statistical tests vuevc significant iri the case of the 
women ^ though foar of the six again involved the Heilbruri 
scales and involved a slight tendency for the positive 
masculinity x seif-cbncept relationship to weaken as masculiriity 



increasfed^ particularly in the context of relatively 

femininity. (Significant negative Femininity.; x Masculiriity 

f linear 

quadratic ^^^^^ were found vis-a-vis the Domino, Smith &^ Schaef er 
and Cbmpbsite Creative Self-Concept scales and a signijEicant' 
negative ^^sculinity^^^^^^^^^ term was found vis-a-vis the IPAR 
^chitect scale.) Given the unexpected nature of these findings 
arid — except for the coricehtratibn of significant results in the 
Heilbruri relati6riships--their riear-charice-level frequency of 
occurrence^ these results should probably be simply noted, 
systematically examiried iri subsequent studies but left 
uninterpreted until the pheriomeriori they may reflect is more 
clearly established. 
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Table 1 

Correlations Between Creative Seif-Concept- 5ca£es 
and Indxces of Psycholog£daLMa&cu£ihlty and Feroihihity 

V MaBcuiihity Scales 

Parker Heiibrun . Bern Scales 



Scales Scales . Long Short 



ftC£ Scales 


Men 


Women 


Men 


Women 


Women 




Domino 


4- 47^ 


+ .44^ 


+ .49^ 


+ .49^ 


+.38^' 


+ 4 3^ 


Smith & Schaefer 




+ .51^ 


+ .53^ 


+ .51^ 


+ .37^ 


+ .42^ 


IPAR Architect 


+ .64^ 


+ !70^ 


+ .7*2^ 


+ .69^ 


+ .53^ 


+ .57^ 


Van Zeist St Kerr 


+ .42^ 


+ .54^ 


+ .48^ 


+ .59^ 


+ .49^: 


+ .55^ 


Compos ita 


+ .54^ 


+ .58^ 


+ .60^ 


+ .59^ 


+ .45^ 


+ .49^ 






Femininity Scales 




Domino 


-.37^ 


-.02 


-.46^ 


-.26° 


-.30^ 


-.10 


Smith & Schaefer 


' -.20° 


+ .14 


-.31^ 


-.08 


-.14 


-.10 


IPAR Architect 


-.31^ 


+ .03 


-.32^ 


-.07 


-.22° 


+ .06 


Van Zelst & Kerr 


■ - .09 


+ .05 


-.18^ ' 


-.12 


-.15 


+ .07 


Cbmpbsite 


-.34^ 


+ .05 


-.42^ 


-.13 


-.22° 


+ .04 


N = 105. ^ N 


85. 












a< .001. b< .01. 


c < . 05. 


d < .10. 


(All 


tests 


2-taiied.) 
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Table 2 



Seihi-partiai eorre l atio as — Between Creative Self-Concept Scaiei 
Masc/ilinity x ^em i ninity Pr oducts (Which Car 



ry Linear Interactions) 



Parker 

Scales 



Heilbriih 
Scales 



Bern Scalefi 



Long Short 



ACh Scales 
Dbmihb 
Smith & Schaefer 
IPAR Architect 
Van Zelst & Kerr 
Composite 



« 2 
Men 


Women ^ 


Men 


Women 


Wbmeri 


Women 




+ . 03 


-.05 


+ .°20° 


- . 02 


-.08 


+ .03 


-.07 


-.03 


+ .22° 


+ .11 


+ .06 


+ .08 


+ .06 


+ .09 


+ . 16° 


+ .17^ 


+ .09 


+ .09 


+ .iO" 


+ .08 


+ .05 


+ .06 


+ .02 


+ .03 


+ .ii 


+ .04 


+ .23^ 


+ .09 


+ .00 



Square roots of the increments in R brought about by adding 



Masculinity x Femininity product terms as the third ihdependerit 
variables (after Masculinity and Femininity) in hierarchical 
MRAs. + " indicates a positive linear interaction. indicates 
a negative linear interaction. 
^ N = 105. N = 85. 



a < .001. b < .61. c < .05. d < .10. (All tests 2-tailed.) 
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